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JNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 


FOR THE SECOND CIRCUIT 


iobert Calhoun Jr.,  Plaintiff-Appellant 
-against- 


H. Spencer Kupperman Esq., etal, 
Defendant-Respondant. 


Preliminary Statement 


This appeal is from an " Opinion and Order " entered in the 
United States District Court for the Southern District of New York 
by Honorable Kevin T. Duffy on November 11, 1975. This judgement 
is final and it moots a motion for a summary judgement and grants 
a motion for the dismissal of the complaint. Plaintiff-Appellant is 
declaring that the evidence on which the motion and judgement is re- 


lying is fraudulant. 
Questions Presented 


1. Is a motion to dismiss a complaint fraudulant if it contains 
fraudulaat evidence and is based on that fraudulant evidence.? 

2. Can a judgement that is based on a motion containing fraud- 
ulant evidence as its basis moot a motion for a summary judgement 


and grant a motion to dismiss a complaint ? 


_ Questions Presented 
3. Does the plaintiff have a right to cross examine the opposit- 
ion in order that he may prove to the court that the evidence offered 
in defense of the complaint is fraudulant ? 
4, When the court denies the plaintiff the opportunity to cross ex- 
amine the opposition, is this a denial of due process of law and a vio- 
lation of the constitutional rights of the plaintiff ? 


Nature Of The Case 

This is an action to recover damages for personal injuries sus- 
tained by the plaintiff as a result of malpractice by the defendants in 
the litigation of a civil rights lawsuit for the plaintiff's wife. 

Statement Of Facts _ 

A complaint was entered in the United States District Court for 
the Southern Disirict of New York by Robert Calhoun Jr. , the plain- 
tiff,, against the defendants, H. Spencer Kupperman Ева. ( Kupper- 
man )., Cravath Swaine & Moore, ( Cravath ), Skadden Arps Slate 
Meagher & Flom, ( Skadden Arps ), Thacher Proffitt Prizer Craw- 
ley & Wood, ( Thacher Proffitt ), and Freeman Meade Wasserman 
& Sharfman ( Freeman Meade ). The plaintiff claims that the defend- 
ants did enter into collusion and a conspiracy to defraud his wife of 
the benefits of a civil rights lawsuit. ( R page 1) 


H. Spencer Kupperman denies all of the allegations of the com- 


plaint but he fails to rebut with evidence, argument or proof the char 
ges alleged. ( R page 3 ). Cravath, Skadden A rps, and Freeman Meade 


do not deny the charges nor do they rebut them but they put forth the 


procedui 41 motion to dismiss the complaint for lack of standing апа 
other academic grounds rather than for reasons based on the substan- 
ce of the complaint. ( R pages 5,6,9,10,11 and 12 ) 

А motion by the plaintiff to invoke rule 4 of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure was not acted upon even though defendant Тһасһег 
Porffitt is in default. ( R page 7) 

Before Honorable Kevin T. Duffy, on September 17, 1975, the de- 
fendants all joined in the motion put forth by Skadden Arps to dismiss 
the complaint. ( R pages 11 and 12 ). The plaintiff pointed out, at the 
hearing, that the transcript was fraudulant as well as the " Stipulat- 
ion of Discontinuance" on which the motion was based, ( R page 13 ) 

The motion for summary judgement that was entered by the plain- 
tiff in response to the fraudulant evidence entered by the defendants 
was mooted by the " Opinion and Order # 43384 " issued by Honorable 
Kevin Т. Duffy on November 11, 1975, ( R page 15 ). The affidavit 
entered by Freeman Meade failed to rebut the charge of fraud nor did 
it offer a defense to substantiate the efficacy of the documents in ques- 
tion. ( R page 13a ) 

The plaintiff'S motion to have the defendants show and post secur- 


ity for the damages claimed in the complaint was not acted upon prior 


to the issuance of the " Opinion and Order # 43384 ", ( R page 14) 


А timely notice of appeal was filed and a motion to " Perpetuate 
the Testimony" was also filed and denied by endorsement.( R pages 
16 and 17 ). The plaintiff made application for "А writ of mandamus" 


in order that he could enforce the motion to " Perpetuate the Testi- 


mony. Тһе writ was denied in the United States Court Of Appeals For 
The Second Circuit, ( R page 19 ) 


Argument ] 


The arguments put forth by the defendants are procedural at 
most but they do not disprove nor deny the allegations of the compl- 
aint, The complaint is in accord with 28 USC 1343 as well as rules 
8,9, and 10 of the Federal Rules Of C Procedure. The charges 
8. in the complaint are collusion, conspiracy, fraud and deceit. 
These acts constitute malpractice, wanton and wilful misconduct, un- 
authorized representation and misrepresentation. The guilty parties 
are liable to the injured persons for exemplatory damages. The defen- 
se to such charges must be specific facts in accordance rule 56 (e) 
of the F.R.C.P. Since the defendants have failed to defend as required 
nor have they put forth any substantiated denial, rule 56(e) should apply 
in order that unnecessary litigation can be eliminated, 

_Argument II 

The plaintiff finds that the records in this case are in disar- 
ray and inaccurate in content. The record keeping is suspect and the 
registration of the documents are suspicious. The plaintiff finds that 
the " Opinion and Order #43384 " does not reflect the attendance at 
the September 17, 1975 conference. There are only two correct pro se 
appearances shown on the document. This is one of the faults that is 


causing the plaintiff some anxiety over the proceedings in this case. 


The plaintiff finds that the " Stipulation Of Discontinuance " 
that was entered into the case on September 17, 1975 before Honor- 
able Kevin T. Duffy is missing from the record file. The plaintiff 
finds that the " Appearances'' shown on the cover of the " Opinion 
and Order #43384 " are in error and list persons that are deceased. 
(R page 15 ) The plaintiff can not understand how this kind of pro- 
cedure can be condoned or allowed in a court of justice. The date of 
issue is also suspect because it was not typed in as was the date on 
the attached " Memorandum ", More interesting to note is that the 
date of issue is a legal holiday ( Veterans Day ). The court should 
further n that the '' Opinion and Order # 43384 " was executed on 
November 11, 1975 while the attached Memorandum was executed on 


November 12, 1975 but the Opinion and Order was not filed until af- 
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ter the Memorandum was filed in the court. Where was this docu- 
ment from November 11 tc November 13, 1975? 

The plaintiff emphasize these facts in order that the court 
may understand the extent that these defendants have gone to try to 
deceive the court and confuse these proceedings. 

The entry of this judgement is contrary to rule 58 of the Fed- 
eral Rules Of Civil Procedure. The handling of the records are in vi- 
olation of rule 79 of Е.В. С. P. These bı caches of procedures deny 
the plaintiff a fair and impartial adjucication of his complaint. They 


conceal evidence and distort the truth of the proceedings. 


. Argument 1 II 


The transcript included іп tbe " Memorandum Of Law etc, " 


by Skadden Arps is defective in many aspects. It fails to state the 


nature or purpose of the examination. It fails to identify the parties 


present nor does it state the capacity of the persons present, It does 


not specify who is acting for the " Court " nor does it give the facts 


about the previous transactions of the " Court "іп this case. These 


omissions leave in doubt whether Judge Knapp was being used as 


catalyst in these proceedings as assumed by Honorable Kevin T. Duf- 


43384. We are left to speculate as to the 


fy in his Opinion and Order 


he catalyst is used and who authorized this forum. Since a cata- 


extent (1% 


lyst can be both retarding or accelerating one wonders which was this 


one used for, If this conference was called to settle this dispute, it 


should nave been done according to rule 41 of Е, В, C. P, Since this 


wed the proceedings are not impartial nor fair. The 


rule was not follow 
results of this conference should be voided and any judgement set a- 


side. 
If the assumption is true that Honorable Whitman Knapp was 


used as a catalyst as is setforth in the " Opinion and Order #43384 |! 


then the argument of " a voluntary discontinuance ", is defeated by 


the entrance of this catalytic influence, Since the trial judge was used 
to influence the settlement, the influence becomes excessive and coer- 
cive. Since this is pure speculation and assumptive,we prefer that 


the court reject the basis for this speculation, defendants motion a- 


" Opinoin апа Order #43384 " 


long with the 


Argument II I ( continued) 


The assumptuon that Col. i^ia University was discontinued 
at some point in the suit is speculation that is unfounded, without sub- 
Stance or grounds for mention in this action. The substance of the liti- 
gation of the civil rights suit will not be argued in this action. Assump- 
tions and false statements will be refuted as they are entered in this 
action in order that self serving distrotion will not conceal the truth. 

The assumption that a disputed settlement of $3000, 00 had 
been reached is also unfounded and unsubstaniated and is solely based 
on the fraudulant transcript. The further umption that Mrs. Calhoun's 
Civil Rights case was being litigated on a pro bono basis is completely 
false and without foundation and contrary to the pleadings of the com- 
plaint. The dialogue of the transcript is self serving, deceitful,and 
contrary to the facts. 

The conclusion that the plaintiff is sueing for the civil rights 
of his wife is not the purpose of this complaint. The purpose of this 
action is to recover from the responsible parties the damages suffer- 
ed by the plaintiff from the malpractice and misconduct practi: ıd by 
defendants against his wife. " Both husband and wife may recover dam- 
ages for the loss of the conjugal society or consortium of the other as 
a result of a tortious acts of another. Such damages, ir »;der to re- 
cover therefore, should be alleged in the complaint. ( 15! 


Domest ic Rela tions 307 ) 


" Husband's cause of action for loss of wife's services and 


expenses resulting from personal i. ‚агу, is separate and distinct 


from wife's са í tion for personal injuries. He must establish 


that the defendant was negligence and that his wifi as not contribu- 
tory to the nt rence order to succeed in his action. Mangrelli vs 
| 
Italian Line. 144 N. Y. S. 2d. 570, 280 Misc. 68: | 
The opinion that the plaintiff lacks standing is à denial of equal 
protection о! the laws of the Statt f New Yor} Since the State has jur 
isdiction rj arriage relation thi rt is bound to uphold this 
law or declare it uncon tional but to der plaintiff tne protect 
ion of the la ile all ing the la ine to дет hir the ( I 
stitutional rights guaranteed by the Fourteent! mendment 
Argument I \ 
The m tion put 1 rth by the defe lant pa á states OT 
Jut 26. 1974 counsel, Mrs. Calhoun and her husband Robert Calhoun 


Jr., ( the plaintiff herein ) all appeared before Judge Knapp for th: 
purpose of dete: mining whether in fact: settlement had been agreed 
to. " I want to inform this court that everyone named in this para- 

graph represents the plaintiff so how c ild there be such a dispute ? 
When we go to the transcript for a clearer understanding of the pro- 
ceedings we are even more confused as to what happened on June 26, 


1974. I put forth my question, what is so complex about a voluntary 


dismissal of a complaint that the attorneys effectuating the act can 


not show to this court what took place in the proceedings? This alone 


Strikes me as unethical and suspicious. There seems ‘uv be no written 
agreements, no signed statements, no proof of payments, and nv. 
of the normal safeg ards used in regular business practice. This 

rt should demand a complete review of the proceedings of this and 
its associated case to make sure that the adjudication of the issues and 
the facts are proper and fair. fhe lawyers in this matter should be made 
to account for their deeds whaiever they might be and if they are found 
to be guilty of misconduct and/or malpractice then punishment should 
be meeted out accordingly. : Both husband and wife in this case should 
be awarded damages against the defendants and the case sent back to the 
District Court for 1. .4! of the issues. I can not see any other means of 
serving justice on all parties concerned, 

The paragraph further states that " This sum did not inciude 
any counsel fees to Messrs. Diamond and Baer, etc." If there was no 
counsel fees due, why was it necessary to stipula.e that no counsel fees 
were included? The complaint does indeed ask for reasonable attorney 
fees. How is this obviated? It could only be done by col'usion between 
opposing lawyers or by amending the complaint, There was no amend- 
ment of the complaint that we know of, There was an agreement to pay 
lawyers fees which I witnessed and agreed to along with my wife. 

We claim that a conspiracy began with the institution of the 
law suit and continued until June 26, 1974 when it culminated in an 
aborted fiasco, This staged proceeding was for the purpose of defraud- 


ing Mrs. Calhoun of her justice. 


. Argument V. 


The transcript indicates that a ' Court exhibit No. 1 " was 
marked and entered but the exhibit can not be found nor can the con- 
tents of this exhibit be established. I am sure that no such document 
was entered at the conference in my presence. If such a "'^cumer.: is 
available, I emplore those who have it or a copy of it to present the 
same for inspection and review. If no such document can be produced, 
I emplore this court to note this gross defect and act to eliminate this 
document as valid evidence. This is a fabrication of evidence by the de- 
fense to confuse and deceive this court. 

We can not justify the use or purpose of such a document in a 
proceecing such as the one put forth by the defendants. We are sup- 
pose to believe that thc "plaintiff, Mrs. Calhoun " is voluntarily enter- 
ing а discontinuance in her case against the defendants, Riverside Re- 
scarch Institute and Columbia University. Now if we believe this, what 
procedure are we suppose to believe that the " Court " took in accept- 
ing this d?smissal ? 

Once the court is convened at the request of the plaintiff so 
that the court record can reflect the action, what coercion or action 
is necessary for the court to perfcrm to complete such an action. Is 
there some " Court exhibit No. 1 " that is essential to this type of an 
arrangement.? Why would the court become involved in a voluntary a- 
greement ? If the court interferes with such agreement, can it still be 
considered voluntary ? When the court gets involved in the dismissal] 


of an action shouldn't it follow rules 41 and 54 of the F. R. C. P. ? 


We will now set forth the evidence to show that no such doct - 
ment was entered on June 26, 1974 while we were present. In our mo- 
tion for summary judgement, we included a letter written by defense 
counsel to plaintiff counsel stating that the " Stipulation of Discontin- 
uance " was entered and signed on July 1, 1974. This agrees favorably 
with the entrance on the docket sheet. ( R page 13 and Appendix 1 ) 
The plaintiff wishes the court to take judicial notice of the docket sheet 
where the entrance was made for the transcripts dated 6-26-74, This 


entry is not in conformity with the other entries. We further request 


that due notice be taken of the other executed " Stipulation of Discon- 


tinuance" forms used in this action. ( Appendix I) 

Finally, we see cn the last page of the transcript a statement 
in parenthesis: ( The foregoing statements by the Court were read ) 
Now the whole hoax is exposed if we can believe the truth of this state- 

‘nt, Without speculation or assumptions we are told that this transcript 
is not what it is purported to be, a direct examination, it is a reading 
by someone to the transcriber. Can we doubt the words of the recorder 
of this document as to how this information was conveyed to him. ( see 
defendants Memorandum of Law in Support of the Motion- R page 12 ) 

The plaintiff now ask this court , whether it will exact more 
from the plaintiff than was required of the defendants in this action? 
Even though the plaintiff has been denied the opportunity to show by 
cross examination the true extent that fraud and deceit, collusion and 


conspiracy have been practiced in this matter, he has shown to this tri- 
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bunal various acts of fraud and deceit, collusion and conspiracy. These 
acts include all of the defendants without exception. The failure of the de- 
fendants to deny or rebut the charges is also fatal without an affirmative 
defense to exonerate them of the charges. Since plaintiff has shown eviden- 
ce to corroborate his charges and even entered argument based on the de- 
fendants evidence to sustain his claims, can there be any judgement other 
than for plaintiff? There is little or no defense left for the defense based 


on the evidence entered into this action that can withstand challenge. 


Conclusion 


The plaintiff have shown to this court that the arguments put forth 
by the defendants fail to disprove the allegations ..f the complaint nor do 
evidence support the denials in this action. The records and the procedures 
used in keeping these records are shown to be in favor of the defendants. 
The documents entered as evidence in this case is fraudulant, contradictory 
and confusing. 

The plaintiff begs the court to find the defendants guilty of fraud 
and deceit, conspiracy and collusion. The defendants have made false 
Statcinents to the court and used deceptive methods before the court in 
an effort to deceive the court. We urge this court to consider the gross in- 
justice that will result if these guilty parties are not dealt with swiftly and 
soundly.If the culprits are given anything less than the judgement asked 

in the complaiut, they will be the better off for it, They will have pro- 


fitted from their crimes. The plaintiff will suffer even more injury. 
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The plaintiff calls thc attention of the court to *he fact that 
the culprits have profitted from their criminal acts while causing 
the plaintiff much unnecessary suffering,lost of many pleasureful en- 
јоугпепіѕ, and the time and expenses along with the family and other 
encroachments enumerated in the complaint. 

The plaintiff has conducted himself in accordance with the rules 
and diciates of the court while the defendants have ignored both the code 
of professional ethics and the rules and procedures of this court. The 
defendants have made false statements before this court and used йе. 
ceitful and fraudulant tactics in the proceedings. The plaintiff has tried 
to carry out the orders and procedures of the court even though compli- 
ance required overcoming docketing irregularities as well as denials 
by the court to discover the evidence in this controversy. 

The plaintiff now ask for your honorable and ernest judgement 
of these facts and arguments. He pleads for a judgement in his fe vor 
and against the defendants based on their lack of denials and/or their 
failure to make a substanual defense. 

We submit this plea for your honorable scrutiny and most hon- 


orable judgement, 


y Sybmitted 7 


Ж 
1 13 
maica, New York 
11420 
JA- 9-1374 
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IN THE 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


| 
| 
| POR THE 
| 
| 


Plaintiff, 
CIVIL ACTION NO. 


| RIVERSIDE RESEARCH INSTITUTE апа 
| 


‘COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY, 


| 
| COMPLAINT 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked pursuant to 
28 U.S.C. B 1343(4); 42 U.S.C. B 20006-5(7) and 28 U.S.C. 


88 2201 end 2202. This is a suit in equity authorized and 


|kmown as "The Civil Rights Act of 1964," 42 U.S.C. 88 20000 


et seq. The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked to secure 


| 
| 
| 
| instituted pursuant to Title VII of tho Aot of Congress 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 
| 

|| protection of and to redress deprivation of rights secured 
| Б 

|by (a) 42 U.S.C. B8 2000с et seq., providing for injunctive 


| 


| and other relief against racial discrimination іп employnenc 


| 


e 


mm (ы) 42 U.S.C. B 1981, providing for the equal rights 
lof all persors іп every state and territory within tke 
| jurisdiction of the United States 
JI 
Plaintiff brings this action on her own behalf and 
m behalf of other persons similarly situated pursuant 
| бо Rule 23(9)(2) of tho Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 


Н hn лә геа 4») 4-144420 RR T T S d oe 
i Tho class which plaintiff represents 16 composed of Negro 


е" 
ct 
c 
о 
о 
d 
42 
кг 
3 
LE 
i 
< 


Д 
| Riverside Research Institute and its parent, Columbia 
| University at tho formers New York City fecilitios, who 


|have been and continue to be or might be adversely affected 
i by the practices complained of herein. ‘There are common 

| questions of law end fact effecting the rights of the 

| members of this class who аге, and continue to be limited, 

| Classifica andi discriminated against in ways which deprive 
| and tend to ceprive them of equal employment opportunities 


| * АСА a ~ PEDE 3 2 4-" degs су — сут 
ena otherwise adversely affect their status as onployecs 


| + TP e . m; А © - РА ر ص‎ 4 

because of race and color, These persons ere Бо xrumeroug 
^c 5 Amis tnt 5 4 pay , 4.2 1 - 4 A ades 

that joinder of all members is inpracticabic. A common 


i relief 4s sought. The interests of said class aro 
| adequately represented by plaintiff. Defcndaants have 


i| ected or refused to act on grounds generally applicnbio 


BLE 
This is a procecding for a declaratory judginent as 
| to plaintiff's rights, for monetary damages caused to the 
Ірініліз ег by the discrininatory practices practiced by 
| the dofondants, and for a proliminary and permanent injunce 
| tion, rostraining defendants from maintaining a policy, 


| practico, oustom or usage of: (a) discriminating against 


| plaintiff and other Negro persons in this cless becauce of 


| 
| 


! 
[ 
| 


race or color with respect to compensation, terms, conditions, 


privileges of employment and classifying employees of 


defendants, Riverside Rose n Institute and its parent, 


(Columbia University,.in ways which deprive plaintiff and 


othor Negro persons in this class of equal enploynent 
opportunities and otherwise adversely affect their status 


газ employees because of race and color. 


ІҮ 
Plaintiff. ALICE М. CALHOUN, is а Nosro citizen of 
the United States end a resident of the City of New York, 
іл the State of New York. Plaintiff 45 crployc 
Riverside Вогоагеһ Institute, and its parent Colunbia 
University, at its premises іп the City of New York, State 


of New York. 


B 
` 


(A) Defendant, RIVERSIDE RESEARCH INSTITUIZ, is a 
non-profit corporation, doing business in the St 


‚ wu "7 %»-4 4 «сь 9» Pao % 4-4 4-34 Z nana 4 
City of Now York.’ Riverside Research Institute operates 


Aa No " 


: s 4-7 r е Га, -~ Фор 4 7 к4с 4% 
and maintains offices and laboratory fecilitise in 


City of New York іп tho Stato of New York. The company 


in that tho company is engaged in an industry affocting 
commerce end employs at least twenty-five (25) persons, 
(B) Defendant, COLUNBIA UNIVERSITY, іп an employer 
within tho meaning of 42 U.S.C. В 2000e in that tho 
institution 4s епсасей in an industry effecting солпегсо 
and employs at least twenty-five (25) persons and furthers 
more tho Univorsity is the parent of Riverside Research 


Institute and that they aro one and tho сале, 


— — —-—-—————————-—— її .——.—— 


H 
| 


| 


| 
| 

I! 
! 

| 
|| 
! 
! 

IT 
H 
H 
|| 


il 
| 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
! 


| 
| atterpting to have a petition signod by her fellow workers 


1 


conditions and ргіуіЛ1сгов of employment of the plainti 


(A) All matters regarding compensation, terns, 


and the class she represents have beon, at all tines 
material to this action, governed and controlled by the 


defendants exclusively, cinco the plaintiff and tho class 


ghe represents arc not represented by any unions. The 
defendants have established a promotional systen, the 


design, intent and purpose of whioh is to continue and 


- 


preservo, and which has tho effect of continuing and 


preserving the defendents’ policy, practice, custom and 


n) rv 1 4 9 74 * А 1 S^ > 4 (o 
(В) The defendants did wilfully deny tho plaintiff, 
А 1 * 1 “АТТІГҮТІТ Р - A > pt 4- “lh ғ 4 4.4 ^ o Ans - 
ALICE И, CALHOUN, a pronotion to tho position of assistant 
(^80 A Js A ۹۹ ° ^ қ ^4 T қ г ж lank e е ' 
manazer because of her race despite tho fact that she was 


equelly schooled, was bettor qualificd, was better paid, 


had considerably nora time on the job than her white 


е5 Ch ML iM ы, 4 J 


+ TTA Ye амы % etre ^ ~ -Ar - - 45 445 р » Anr сч an 4 
Co-uor:cr who was promoted to the position of assistant 
maver on» January 30, 1970, and furthermore, the plaintiff 
* Н 7 Ш ۴ i 
қ or "^d Waking ee (9493793473 6 , r 41-4 А а 1 «1 иус hpna 
had been cctìng in a supervisory position for almost three 
fay = M : Е 4 " > Фа A А ^ тір v нә = а A. ж um % 
(5) years prior to her white co-worker's promotion, That 
- 443 0444 т. "рту AY 1171г Т n Mima x ETTET 
tho plointiff, ALICE M. CALIOUN, was purposefully deprived 


of a chance to use a new computer brought into the 
defendants! prenises; that ín an effort to penalize the 
plaintiff for filing charges with the Lqual Employnent 
Opportunity Commission, her annual salary increase was 
drastically cut fron whet tho emount has usually been in 
previous yoars; and that tho defendants did discrininate 


against tha plaintiff by rotallating against her for hor 


| regarding her white co-worker's promotion; end that racial 
|вілга were made by the defendant's current section manager 
directly to the plaintiff's persone 


| VII 


Tho plaintiff, ALICE M. CALIIOUN, and tho class she 


Í 


irepresonts, is and has been substantially qualified for 


| 
| 3 1 да Ажы” v Me 4- - “hy 4 еър. H 

pronctions and for the training which could lcad to 
promotion on tho seme basis, as thoir fcllow white employces 
|37 equal opportunity had been made available to the 

b laintiff and tho class she represents, 


VIII 


| 
! 

| 

| (т, С 4- уу ст eC ^ г Р ^ 1 э " 8 T 

| That because of the defendants! discrininetory 
| 


leapt: 4 ез 4.4 л e 4 e қ m ла o i ho ar > 
practi соз, the plaintiff was not pronoted to that position 


\Which she was qualified for and in which position she had 


4- Ahan Fann y 
to tho Caucasian 


| been functioning for three years prior 


= 


| 
| со-погкег!5 being promoted over hor, tho plaint 
| 


"Г A wr As съ е 5 14 e © г "esr 
pufforcd damages in tho form of loss oxi 
|| ІХ 


| That the plaintiff filed hor complaint with the 


| acts of which the а ALICZ И. CALHOUN, complains, 
| 


| Furthornore, that within 210 days of the occurrencs of tho 


|t $75 ^2 $454 4 4o re "^ ` 14 4 - РЕТІ. 
бло filed written charges, under oath, with the Папа] 


^ 


| Enploynent Opportunity Commission alleging denial by tho 

| defendants of plaintiff's rights undor Title VII of tho 
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